
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8, MONTANA OFFICE

FEDERAL BUILDING, 10 West 15th St, Suite 3200
HELENA, MONTANA 59626

Ref: 8M0

November 19, 2012

Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest
Att: Ms. Charlene F. Bucha Gentry, District Ranger,
Pintler Ranger District
88 Business Loop
Philipsburg, Montana 59858

Re: CEQ 20120330; EPA comments on Flint Foothills
Vegetation Management Project DEIS

Dear Ms. Bucha Gentry:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region VIII Montana Office has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest’s Flint Foothills
Vegetation Management Project in accordance with EPA’s responsibilities under Section 102(2)(C) of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. Section 4321 et.seq., and Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C., Section 7609. Section 309 of the Clean Air Act directs EPA to review and
comment in writing on the environmental impacts of any major Federal agency action. EPA’s comments
include a rating of both the environmental impact of the proposed action and the adequacy of the NEPA
document.

The EPA understands the need to address the tree mortality, forest health, fuels and fire risk, and timber
salvage issues in the Flint Foothills project area of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest (BDNF).
Our concerns regarding the proposed project are primarily associated with construction of new roads and
the adequacy of funding for the BDNF to maintain existing roads and proposed new roads. The DEIS
states that “sediment delivery to streams from roads poses the greatest risk to water quality.” Sediment
from roads, particularly during road construction, and from poorly maintained roads with inadequate
road drainage and many stream crossings, is of concern in regard to road effects. Roads and motorized
uses can also adversely affect wildlife habitat, connectivity and security, can adversely impact air
quality, and promote spread of weeds and cause other adverse ecological effects.

Alternative 2 proposes construction of approximately 1.3 miles of new permanent road and 7.2 miles of
temporary road, reconstruction of 41.7 miles of existing road and maintenance of 58.9 miles of road
used for log hauling. An amount of 1. 1 miles of open and closed unauthorized routes would be added to
the Forest transportation system. Alternative 3 proposes no new road construction and includes 12 fewer
miles of log haul routes, but also involves 141 fewer acres of clearcut salvage harvest and 483 fewer
acres of commercial thinning (avoiding thinning in 121 acres of old growth).
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We tend to support Alternative 3 over Alternative 2 due to its avoidance of new road construction.
Although we also recognize the need to conduct forest management activities to restore vegetative
conditions, improve forest resilience to fire, insects and disease, and salvage some dead and dying trees
to provide timber products for the local economy; and we recognize the need for road access to conduct
vegetation management activities.

We consider it appropriate to evaluate the many environmental and resource management trade-offs
(i.e., trade-offs in impacts among vegetation treatments, restoration of vegetative conditions, fire risk
and Fuels, forest health, wildlife, water quality and fisheries, air quality, weed spread, old growth, and
other resource impacts), in an effort to optimize the trade-offs while addressing project purpose and
need, the significant issues, and minimizing adverse environmental impacts. We acknowledge that some
minimal amount of new temporary road may be needed to carry out particularly important vegetative
restoration actions, although it is important that all road be properly maintained.

The BDNF, therefore, may want to consider development of a modified preferred alternative in an effort
to optimize the environmental and resource management trade-offs. We have identified desirable
features we consider worthy of including in a modified preferred alternative in our more detailed
comments (enclosed). We recommend avoiding new road construction in the Dolus inventoried roadless
area. Additional alternatives evaluation in the FEIS may also better explain to the public the trade-offs
involved in making land management decisions, and may also lead to improved public acceptance of
decisions. We note of course that the Forest Service would need to evaluate and analyze the impacts of
any new modified alternative that is developed, and display those impacts in the FEIS.

The DEIS identifies several road sediment source problem areas within the project area (e.g., Roads 636,
78472, 1557). It appears, therefore, that all road sediment and erosion control problem areas have not
been properly maintained over time with implementation of appropriate BMPs. We recommend that the
FEIS include additional discussion of the adequacy of funding to implement and maintain needed road
BMPs when they are in need of repair. If existing roads cannot he properly maintained, it adds to
concerns regarding maintenance of any new roads that may be proposed for construction.

The DEIS indicates that approximately 4.4 miles of existing open and closed unauthorized routes would
be reconstructed with the proposed action, and following implementation, these routes would be
decommissioned by various methods. We fully support decommissioning of roads, since as noted above
sediment delivery to streams from roads poses the greatest risk to water quality, and reductions in road
density, especially road stream crossing density. has often been correlated with improved aquatic health.
We also note that lower road densities are often associated with improved wildlife habitat, connectivity
and security, and there is often a relationship between higher road density and increased forest use and
increased human caused fire occurrences. Reduction in road density, therefore, may also reduce risks of
human caused fires, which could be important in an area with high fuels/fire risk andJor wildland/urban
interface issues.
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Aie there any opporttinhties to (_Iec()mlllisSiOn aiiditional roads in the I lint I oothills project area.

part iculail y roads iiear streams with problem areas that are di flicult Ii) maintain! We enc( )urage ci sure

aiid/or decommissioning ol roads near streams with many stream crossings. Si nec renioval ol these roads

are iore likely to have water quality henelits than closure and decommissioiii ng ol roads on upper

sI pu s and ridges.

We also iec mniend that the potential pro ect e Peels on I )ouglas (‘reek he better addressed iii the I I

disclosures i’euardi n watershed and water quality impacts. Silvicultural activities are listed by the State

ol Montana to be amonii the pr bable sources ol water quality impairment in I )ouglas (‘reek. The 1)1 15

indicates that past limber harvests in the I )ouglas Creek drainage ifl\ olved the highest percentage of

waershed harvested d any project drainage (i.e.. .2 percent of acreage harvested), and 2.0/ of the

I )ouglas (‘reck watershed is proposed br new additional harvests in the proposed Ilint loothills project

i that the total cumul ati e harvest in this watershed would be I 0.2V . This would he the highest
cumulative harvest amount in any of the I lint 1 oothil Is project drainages, and since I )ouglas (‘reek is

water quality impaired. with probable causes ol impairment listed as nitrogen, nitrate and physical
substrate habitat alterations, we recommend additional analysis and disclosure regaftli ng potential water

quality and stream channel effects.

We also recommend that [he HI )N1” consult with Montana 1)1 Q TM I)!. program stall to assure that the

M 1)1 Q considers the proposed I flint I oothills Vegetation Management actions to be consistent with

development and implementation of applicable TMI )I s and water quality improvement and restoratu )n

of support fur beneficial uses in 303(d) listed streams (contact Ml)! iQ stall such as Mr. I )can Yashan it

4(16—444—53 1 7. and/or Mr. Robert. Ray at 406—444—53 1 0). Tn addition we encourage i.eview of the

Ml )I Q’s pamphlet. “Understaiidiiig (lie Moiita;ia TMDL Process.”
http://deqmLeov/wqin b/TM 1)1 Jdelçjj.picjx

The I PA’s further discussion and more detailed questions. comments, and/or concerns regarding the

analysis. documentation. or potential environmental impacts of the I l i nt I oothi Ils Vegetation

Management Project 1)1 1S are included in the enclosure with this letter. I3ased on the procedures I Pi\

uses to evaluate the adequacy ol the i nl’ormation and the potent ul environ mental impacts of the

proposed action and alternatives in an I IS. the 1)1 IS has been rated as Category I C—2 (I n\’ironmental

Concerns — Insufficient Information) due to potential for some adverse effects to water quality and road

sediment eI’lects from proposed management act i vi ties should Alternative 2 he selected. i\ copy ol

I EPA’s rating criteria is attached. We recommend additional analysis and in l’ormalion to l’ulIy assess and

mitigate all potential impacts of the management actions.

The I Pi\ appreciates the opportunit) to review and comment on the 1)1 IS. I ‘e may provide further

explanation of our comments please contact Mr. Steve Potts of my stall’ in Helena at 406—457—5022 or in

Missoula at 406-320—3313 or via e—mail at potts.stephen@epa.gov.
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EPA COMMENTS ON THE FLINT FOOTHILLS VEGETATION

MANAC EMENT PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (DEIS)

Brief Project Overview:

Ihe I i’verhead I )eeilode N ional I orest (Of )Nl’). Pintler Raner I )istrict. prepared 11w llint I ‘oothills

\!eetation lmaiement 1)1 IS to address veeetation conditions resultmg Fn)m insect and disease

mieslalions. Ihe I lint I ntliills pmject area encompasses 44.522 acres located on the north end of the

Ilint Rane in the (‘lark I ork flint I .andscape about 6 miles southeast of I )rummond. Montana. I iihty—

three percent of the area ( 37.() I ( ) acres) is managed by the 01 )N I the remainder is private in—holdings

7.5 I 2 acres). 11w projeLi purpose and need is to contribute to achievement of I orest han oals and

blecti yes to p0 duce timber for economic benefits. maintain long term sustained timber yield. and

improve Forest conditions by reducing Forest density in the large size classes of dry flwest communities

and some lodgepole pine communities. No action (Alternative I) and two action al ternati es

(Alternatives 2 and 3) were evaluated. The 1)1 1S did not identify a Preferred Alternative.

I teriiati ye 2 is the proposed action which involves I . 163 acres of clearcut regeneration salvage of dead

and dying lodgepole pine: I .149 acres of commercial thinning of pondeiosa pine and I)ouglas—Fir

including I 2 I acres in old growth): 353 acres of seed tree with reserves harvest: I .990 acres of

prescribed burning: and I .04 acres of pre—commercial thinning of saplings. (‘ollecti ‘eIy , commercial

\‘egetatu)n treatments would provide I 6.042 Ml)! (32.03 CCI ) in sawtimber: and 4.010 M 1)1 ( .02 I

(‘Cl ) in lion—saw timber. Approximately I .3 miles of new permanent road and 7.2 miles ot temporary

road would be constructed, and I . I miles of open and closed unauthorized routes would be added to the

I rest transportation system. Approximately 55.9 miles of road would be maintained, and 4 I .7 miles

W( u Id be reconstructed 0w log hauling.

Alternative 3 addresses concerns about new road construction, and logging within old—growth stands. no

new temporary roads would be constructed since eight units needing new temporary road construction

are eliminated (365. 47S. 725. 45C. 56C. 57C. 6XC. and 7 IC). Six units utdize existing open and closed

un uthoi iied i outL s to and within the unit to LiLLomnlodLltL logging (52S 735 1 2C 20C 23( and SOC

Instead, longer skidding distances (a eraging I .425 feet) would be utilized to log the unit with ground—

based systems. I our units are reduced in site (23C. 25C. 55C. and 6C) by a total of 12 1 acres to

eliminate commercial understory thinning of oId—gro th stands. Alternative 3 involves 1 .022 acres of

clearcut regeneration salvage of dead and dying lodgepole pine: and 666 acres ot commercial thi lining

of ponderosa pine and I )ouglas—fir (no thinning in old growth): and would include the same treatment

acres as Alternative 2 for seed tree harvest. prescribed burning and prc—conimercial thinning treatments.

(ol lectivehy. the commercial \ egetation treatments would provide 12.656 NII3I (25.372 CC! ) in

saw timber: and 3. I 72 M 01” (6.343 (‘CI) in non—saw timber. Approxi mate1 47. I miles of road would be

maintained, and 35.3 miles would be reconstructed. and 1. I miles of open and closed unauthorized

routes would be added to the 1 orest transportation system.



Co iii mcii ts:

\Ve appreciate the inclusion ol clear nairali ye discussions descrihin alternatives iii the 1)1 :15.
includiiw the tables and maps suniiiiaiiii ng (he acti vi ties and k’awres included in the two action
al teinati yes: discussion ol project deswn leatures and mitigation measures: discussion of
alternatives considered but eliminated 1mm detailed study: i’able 21) comparin alternatives: and the
many inlormative appendices included in Volume 2. The 1)1 I.S nalTativL’. tables. niaps. and
appendices lacilitate mipn)ved project undL’rstaii(IinL. help delme issues. and assist in evaluation ol
alternatives pro iding a clearer basis ol choice among oplions flr the decisionmaker and the public
in accordance with 11w oaIs ol NI PA

Water Resources/l—IydroIov/I islieries

2. Thank you br including project area watershed maps (I igures 39 and 40). which lici Ii tale
understanding and review ol the watershed analyses in the 1)1 IS. We also appreciate the 1)1 IS
disclosures regardi rig streams in the project area listed as water quality impaired by (he Moiilimna
I )cpt. (II I n’ ironmental Quality ( M 1)1 Q ) under Section 3( )3( d ) ol the (‘lean Water Act (i.e., Barnes
Creek. I )unkleberg (‘ieek. North I ‘ork I )ougias and I )ouglas (‘reeks and ( oId (‘reek). The 1)1 IS
indicates that Barnes (‘reek is the ( ii I y water quality i mpai red stream in the pr jecl area that is listed
with sediment as a pollutant cause ol impairment. We note that MI)I Q’ s 303(d) listing website
hIt p://cwaic ml ov/ ) indicates that the pr bable sources ( ii Barnes (‘reek water quality impairment

are irrigated crop production and grating. We also note that water quality impairment in I )ouglas
Creek identifies silvicultural activities among the potential sources ol impairment. ith probable
causes listed as ni troen and nitrate and physical substrate habitat alterations (related to sediment
(waterhody MT761 ( )03_02( ). 7. I miles partial aquatic Ii l’e use impairment from the con 11 mmcc of its
Middle and South lorks to I lint (‘reek).

We recommend that the potential effects on I )ouglas (‘reek’s iii trogerl and nitrate levels and physical
substrate habitat dtie to proposed I l i nt I othil Is pn ject si I vicuttiral acti vi ties be more ml ly
addressed in the watershed and water quality impact analyses. The 1)1 IS indicates that past timber
harvests in the I )otiglas Creek drainage involved the highest percentage of watershed harvested in
any project drainage (i.e.. 5.2 pei’cent of acreage harvested, page 275). Table S I (page 292) indicates
that 2.0 of the I )ouclas (‘reek watershed would be harvested in the currently proposed Iii at
1 ‘oolhi!ls Project so that (he total cLimulati ye harvest in this watershed woul( be I 0.2/ . which is the
highest cumulative harvest amount in any of (lie Project drainages. Although the 1)1 IS predicts little
total water yield increase from limber harvests due to beetle killed trees (page 279). and states that
previously harvested areas have generally rec vered hydrologically Irom the pra r harvests. which
\ crc conducted in the I 950’s and I 990’s (page 293). We are still concerned about potential effects
on I )otiglas (reek channel stabihi t and substrate habitat. Will the I )ouglas Creek channel remain
stable and stream substrate be niininial lv affected by proposed additional harvests despite the
cumulatie watershed liars est of 1 0.2( ol the watershed acreage (i.e.. past and present liars est)’



3. We are pleased that the 1)1 lS states that taret values or road and upland sediment sources [‘or

Barnes (‘reek thai are speci lied in the I )rail I I mt (‘reek Planning Area Sediment md Metals Total

Maximum I )aily I iads (TrVlI )l s) and I ramework Water Quality Improvement Plan would irni he

xceeded. and no additional degradation to 303(d listed streams would he expected with the

implemental ion ol’ soi and water quality BM l’s. implementation ol the required RCAs and

iniprovemenls lo road drainage, and any changes 10 stream water quality would probably nut he

measui’ahle relative to natural variation (liaes 2%. 303).

We recommend that [lie 131 )N I consult with Montana 1)1 Q TM I)! program stafl’ to assure that the

Ni 1)1 Q considers the proposed I i mt 1 oothi us Vegetation Management actions to he consistent with

development and implementation ol appi icable TM 1)1 .s and water quality i mproveflient and

restoration ui support [or beneFicial uses in 303(d) listed streams (contact MI )1 Q stall such as Mr.

I )ean Yashan at 4( )(—444—53 I 7. and/ w Mr. Robert Ray at 406—444—53 I 9). We al s ) encourage icy ew

ui the MI )l 0’s pamphlet. ‘‘Uiiderslanding (he fvloiitaiia TtVIDL Process.’’

http://deq.niLeov/wqinio/IMDI idehiult.mp

4. We appreciate the 1)1 IS analysis and discussion oF water yield and channel stability el’l’ects in reard

to the pu qect watersheds ( pe 277—279. 29 I —293 ). While our earlier comment #2 mentioned a

c( )ncel’n i’egaftl i ng fl( )tenti al water yield/channel e i’l’ects rc2ardi ng the past and proposed cumu hiti ye

ii mher harvests on I )ouglas (‘reek. we note that the 1)1 dS indicates that the highest proposed timber

harvest (4, I perceno would be in the ( old Creek watershed. Followed b 3.X pei’celit harvest oi the

watershed ol I ‘ower I ‘lint Ci’eek—( ird Creek.

)ver 500 acres oF salvace by clearcut is proposed in the ( bid (‘reek watershed (page 293). but the

1)1 IS indicates that the overall percent 01’ trees to be harvested, combined with past harvest is well

under a 25 percent threshold ([‘or channel stability) 11w the watershed. The 1)1 fiS states that as ti’ees

grow back in harvested areas. evapotranspiration would increase, and more incoming precipitation

would be taken up by vegetation or evaporated, and less water would he available to re—supply

shallow and deep groundwater and available [‘or runol’l’. It also states that most of the proposed

harvest in the other project watersheds would he treated by commercial thinning. wi Ui large.

dominant trees heFt alter treatment. and thus, measurable increases in waler quantity would not he

expected in commercially thinned areas.

We are pleased that the 1)1 IS estimates that no notable changes in flow volume. or alteration to

timing 01’ peak h]ows would lie expected hi’oiii proposed vegetative treatments and that stream

channel e l’i’ects are not expected From pi’oposed harvest and burning activities.

5. Roads and motori ted uses often aI’l’ect watershed conditions, water quality and fisheries in streams

on National I oi’ests. Sediment ftom roads. particulary during road construction. and [rum poory

maintained roads with inadequate road drainage and many stream crossings. is olten of concern in

regard to road et’l’ects. Roads are olten the major anthropogenic sediment source ad’s erselv aI’l’ecting

hydrology, water quality, and Ii sheries.
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We lwreiate the 1)1 dS discussion oF the eliecis ol roads on alersheds and water quality. and

dislosures ol road condi lions and esti mated mad sedi meni yield in the 1)1 IS ( pages 275 to 277 . We
aree wiih 11w statement iii the 1)1 lS that. “sedinwni delivery 11) slleams Ironi roads poses 11w
greatest risk to water qualitv (page 2S)5 ). We also note that roads and niokiiiied uses can adversely
aIled wild! i le habitat. innecti vi ty and security: can adversely impact all quality: and promote

sF)iead ol weeds and cause other adverse ecolouical effects. We ueneral ly encouraue ml nimitation of

new road conslructk ui especially roads near streams and dial lequire new stream crossinus. and
roads on steep slopes or erosive soils 01. other environmentally sensitive areas.

Accordingly we tend to support Alteriialive 3 involving 10 new road consirtiction over Alternative 2
that would involve construction ol I .3 miles ol new permanent road and 7.2 miles ol new temporary
roads. Alternative 3 would also involve I 2 fewer miles ol iou haul routes (page 2S)7). Al though it is

stated that only one new stream crossing would he constructed under i\lternative 2 (oIl a temporary

haul route (T3 ) in I Sower I lint Creek—( Hid Creek. page 2S.) I ). and both action alternatives are stated

as being consistent with Harnes (‘reek sediment targets in the I )ral’t 1 1i nt Creek Planning Area

Sediment and Metals TM 1)1 s and I ramework Water Quality improvement Plan. We also recognize

the need to conduct lorest manauemenl activities to restore veuetati ye conditions, improve lorest

resilience to lire, insects and disease. and sal vaue dead and dying trees to pro ide timher products

br the local economy: and we recognize that road access is (11 len needed For conduct ol vegetation

manauemenl activities.

I and manauenient decisions involve en ronmental and res( tirce manaemen t trade—oils (i.e.. trade—

oIls in impacts am()ng vegetation treatments. resk ralion ol vegetati \‘e colldi tiolls. lire risk and fuels.

Forest health. wildli Fe. water quality and Fisheries. air quality, weed spread. old gn th. and other
resource i inpacts ). We consider it appo )priate to Further evaluate the many environmental md
res( irce management lrade— )Ils. and make an ell( rt to ( pii mite the trade—i dls while in in imizi ng

adverse environmental impacts while addressing project purpose and need and the signi licant issues

We acknowledge that some minimal amount of new temporary road may he Ileeded to carry out

particularl important vegetative restoration actions. The HI )N1 . therefore. may want to consider

development 01 a modiFied prelemTerl al ternati e in an effort to opli mite the em ironmental and
resource management trade—oils. I )esirable features we consider worthy of including in a moW lied

pre Ferred al ternati ye are as follows

ml nimize new road construction and reconstruction. especmal ly long—term or periTlanelit new

roads (especially iii the I)ol us inventoried roadless area I. and locate necessary new n ads on
uplands away 1mm streams \4ith minimal ne stream crossings. where they have minimal
aquatic impacts. and avoid n mad construction on steep and en isi ye soils (particularly in the water

ual i t impaired Barnes Creek drainage>:

fr maximize improvements to road 13M Ps, n ad drainage, and sediment/erosion d( )ntrol. address

road 1ti lure’ eplace undersized cul verts and cul verts that block I ish passage (except where such
blockage is desired to protect native fish populations):
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niaxi I1]i/.i Ill.! decOIl]I1]issiOni ni ol roads md removal ol roki stream crosslln!s to reduce

exisli ni roa(_l deiisities. while allowi rim for iiecessi I11al]iii(ilfleiIt arid reasonable public access.

xi rice i Jnpn)ved watershed condi I ions. Ii sheri ‘5. and wi Idi i Ic hahi tat and security are associated
with reduced r mid densities:

nia mite hsh and watershed iniproVemeni i.e.. rehabilitation of niining or griting impacted

.sti’anis. reducuni sheaf] enco )achments. shahi I /i nm erodi nf st anihanks. i mpn vi ng aruatic
hahi tat. revemetati ni disturbed areas):

plan. design and impk’ment vegetative treatments to iflinirnite erosion and sediment transport
and eXcessive \•Vatei yield:

reduce I ue I loidi ntis in h nih lire risk areas. particularly urban interlace areas. while improving

wildl i Ic habitat. connecti it and security. retain nm larie heal thy trees of desirable species

and/or species in decline ( Ponderosa pine. whi tebark pine, aspen), and promoting more natural
and sustainable lorest structure. and protecli rig other resource values (e.g.. soil productivity, old

rowth. control ol lioxious weeds. Options or future wilderness consideration):

po \‘ide a Ii )resl r mid and trail system that allows adequate access 1( r management. avoids

erosion & transport of sediment to streams. spread ol noxious weeds. degradation of habitat in

wetlands and other envi ri ri mentally sensitive areas: and provides opportunities for public
recreation and adequately balances motorited and no[l—IYIot( wiied recreation opportunities.

6. We are pleased that the Ri mid WI model (Water I rosion Prediction Project) was used to mode!

sediment deli very Irom roads and the I )isturbed WI PP model was used to model sediment

production for harvest units. The Ri mid Wi dP model appears to include assumptions that appropriate
road 13MPs are implemented and maintained. Flowever. lunding to maintain roads and correct road

drainage and erosion problems is often limited. We are concerned abotit the adequacy of funding

available to adequately implement road I3MPS and maintain roads over the long term to avoid

sediment deli very to surlice waters. stream sedimentation and degradata )n ol stream hot torn

substrates and other aquatic habitats.

IThIS Table 77 (pages 276. 277). Table So (pages 255. 2Sf)) and Table 52 (pages 295. 299) identify

road conditions and road sediment source problem areas within the project area (roads 636. 75472.

1 557 ). It does not appear that r mid sediment and erosion control prob]em areas have been properly

maintained over time with implementation of appropriate HM Ps. Roads should he properly

maintained over time (e.g.. installing drainage dips or surface water deflectors. armoring drainage

structures. grading and replacement ol aggregate to reinlorce wet surface areas. ditch constrtrction

and cleaning. removing and replacing undersiied culverts. etc.).

Are adequate road maintenance funds a ailable on the l3DNI to address the road sediment source

loble1 identi lied in the tables listed above as well as any new roads that would he constructed in

Alternative 2? The li lS shottid include additional discussion of the adequacy ol funding to
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implement and maintinn needed mad HM Ps when they are in iieed ot iepinr. IF exisli ng mads cannol
1w propeil y mai ntai ne.l. it adds to c mcerns reeudi ii maint(i]ance ol any new roads that may he
proposed lou constiliction.

7. It is stated ( page 24) that approXimately 4.4 miles o exisli ng open and ck sed unauthorited routes
would he reconstructed with the proposed action, and lollowing implementation. these routes would
he decommissioned hy various methods. Tahle ( ( pages I (. I 7) shows unauthori ted routes that
would he decommissioned. We uI ly support decommissioning ol roads. si iice as noted ahove many
roads olten cannot he properly mai ntai ied resulting in road sediment transport to streams. We note
that reductions in road density. e special iy road stream crossing density, has olten heen correlated
With mpr )\‘ed aquatic health

We also note that lower road densities ne olten associated with improved wildliFe hahi tat.
connecti ity and security. In addition, there is olten a relationship hetween higher road density and

increased k)rest use and increased human caused lire occurrences. Reduction in road density.
therekire. may also reduce risks of human caused FIres. which could he important in an area with
high Fuels/lire risk and/or wi IdI and/urhan interFace issues.

Are there any opportunities k) decommission additional roads in the I I iiit I oothills piJect area.

particularly roads near streams with problem areas that are diFficult to maintain? We encourage
closure and/or decommissioning of roads near streams with many stream crossings. since removal oF

these roads are more likely to have water quality henefits than closure and decommissioning ol roads
on upper slopes and ridges.

I or your in lormation our general recommendations regarding roads are as Follows:

minimize road construction and reduce road density as much as possible to reduce potential
adverse effects to watersheds:

locate roads in uplands. away from streams and niparian areas as much as possihle:

minimize the number of road stream crossings:

locate roads away from steep slopes or erosive 5( ills and areas of mass fail tn’e:

stabilize cut and Fill slopes:

provide Far adequate road drainage and control of surlice eo )5i on with measLires such as
adequate numbers oF waterhars. maintaining crowns on roads. adequate numbers of rolling dips
and ditch relieF culveris to promote drainage oil roads avoid drainage or along, roads and avoid

interception and routing sediment to streams:

consider road ellects on stream structure and seasonal and spawning habitats:
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* lllo\\’ I()1 an nItiaIc.’ liei’ woody debris recruitment to streams md riparian bullers near 5(i’eiiifls

properly cl \‘ell t Ii idk 1k d events. pass bed load and woody dehil s. and reduce

p01tti1i1l br washotit

replace undersited cul verts and adjust ctil vents vv hick ue not properly aligned or which present

lish p ssu.e Pt0l1n’t1)S and/or serve as I) fliers to lisli i)iiratt()n:

use bridges or open botlom culveris that simulate stream glLIdn and substrate and that pmvide

adequate capac ii y kw Hood II ows. bedload and V’O dy debris where needed k m in in tie niverse

lisheries eFfects o road stremi crossi nes.

Hla(iinn ol u111ia\’t_’(i 1oa(iS iii a llliuliIin’F that cotitributes 10) road ef051011 aii(i 5e(_Iii1nn1 tlallsI’)ort to

s11L’atfls and wetlands sl’ioiild un’ avoinleo_l. It IS ifliporlatit thai road !mdin locus (1 reducinii road

surl’ace erosion and sediment dcli very 1mm roads to area streams. Practices oi’ expediently

sidecasti hg graded material over 11w shoulder and widening shoulders and snow plowing can have

adverse eliects upon stieatns. wet lands. and ri pan an areas that ate adjacent to roads. These practices

should he avoided.

Roads are particulail y vulnerable t( damage duii ng spring breakup as oven —saturated roadheds

from Wi iiter Ireeti n are worki tio to dry out. and this typically occurs between Match 30 and .1 uric

30. but can ury depending on Ike seven t\ ol the wi titer and spring weather conditions. We

encouraee a oidi n road use dun n spnin breakup conditions, and closing roads to lo haul during

sprin break up to reduce rutting ol roads that increase road erosion and sediment delivery, and

graveling of haul roads. Snow plowing ol’ roads later in winter for log haul should also be avoided to

limit runoff created road ruts during late wi titer thaws that increase road erosion (i.e.. ruts channel

road runoll along roads increasing erosion and sediment transport).

We encourage routi tie conduct of inspections and evaluations to identity conditions on roads and

other anthropogenic sediment sources that may cause or contribute to sediment to streams. and to

include activities in the project to correct as many ol these conditions and sources as possible. I orcst

Ser ice Region I pro\lides training ton operators ol road graders regarding conduct ol road

maintenance in a manner that protects streams and wetlands. (i.e.. ( inavel Roads Back to the Basics).

II there are road maintenance needs on unpaved toads adjacent to streams and wetlands we

encourage uti litation ot’ such training (contact I ‘red Bower IS R I Transportation Management

I :ngineer. at 406—329—3354).

We also note that there are training videos available Irom the I orest Scr\ ice San I )imas fechno1o’.y

and I )evclopment Center For use by the I orest Service and its contractors (e.g.. “1 orest Roads and

the I nvinonment —an over iew 01’ how maintenance can alTcct watershed condition and lish habitat:

“Reading the Traveled Way’ —how road conditions create pi’obleis and how to identity effective

treatments: “Reading Beyond the Traveled Way”—explai ns considerations ol roads vs. natural
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landscape lunclions and how to lswn inaml nance to minimite mad impacis: “Smoolhin.! and
Reshapi n the Fmveled aY—step by step picess lot snioothi ng and reshaping a road whi Ic
i11aii1taii1ii1 eiowns and tither n)ad slopes: and NIiiilLainin the I)itch and StirIice (‘loss I)rains—
instructions ku colistiuctinc and mainhiiniin. ditches. culverts and suilace cross drains).

I) We are pleased that the pr•ject design leatuies and liii tigal ion ifleasuies mci iidt’ iiiaiiv iYii asures to
avoid and iii ni in i/c I nipacts to aquatic resources ( pae.s 55—57. and speci R the need to obtain
neccssar,l pernhi ts br actiVi tics that \\ould disttnh streams and wetlands ( e.. 404 penn its. Montana
Strewuside Protection Act (SPA) I 24 permits). We encourage the BI )N I to contact Mr. Todd
hi! ier ol the U.S. Army ( orps ol I ngi neers. M ontana ( )Ilice in I lelena at 4( )—44 I — I 375 to
detennrie applicability ob 404 perlllit requirements to proposed construction activities in 01. near

streams or wetlands.

We note that i I’ a 404 permit(s) is eventually required to implement aspects ol the proposed project
that involve disturbances to streams and wetlands there w mid also be a iced to obtai ii appropriate
water quality standards certilication 1mm the Montana 1)1 in accordance wh Section 401 of the
(‘lean Water Act. We encourage contact with Mr. .lel I Ryan of the Montana 1)1 Q at 406—444—4(2(i
in regard to 401 cerli lication. A short term turbidity exemption is generally also required from the
Stale when operating heavy equipment in waters ol the State (e.g.. 3 I S authoritation ). To ease the
administrative burden the I ederal and State agencies have developed a single permit application lou
the various potential permits or auihoritations that may be needed
(j//dnrc.niLov/permi1s/defaulLasp
http://dnrc.nil.v/peimits/streampermittinr/joint applica(ion.asp). Also a Montana Stream
Permitting ( iuide is available to explain the various permitting authorm ties
http://dnrc.rnt.o\permits/streampermitt1n/ulde.asp.

Wetlands and Ri pan an Areas

10. I PA considers the pn tection. impmvement, and restorati on of wetlands and riparian areas to be a
high priority. Wetlands and riparian areas increase landscape and species diversity, and are critical to
the protection ol designated water uses. I xecu1ive Order I I requires that all I ederal Agencies
protect wetlands. It is important that wetlands and riparian areas be properly managed to maintain
and restore the health of watersheds and aquatic resources to sustain aquatic and terrestrial species
and provide water ol su bTicicnt quality and quantity t( support bene lici al uses. Adeq uate riparian
vegetation in stream—side areas imist be maintained to stabilize streambanks and stream channels
during Iloods and other periodic high how ecnts.

The 1)1 IS states that no wetlands or sprinrs were observed within proposed project units. although it
also states that springs and seeps were obsers cd throughout the project area (page 2S0). It appears
unlikely that there otild be no \etlands within harvest units. We recommend that all harvest tunis
be reviewed in the field to determine the presence of wetlands. and that il wetlands are found that
the be identified on the Sale Area Map and hugged on the ground to better assure that timber
contractors will he able to a oid them.



II. \‘Ve aiv’ pleased that Inland Native Iish ( INIISI it Riparian (‘onservation /\iea (RCA) buI’ftrN would
he used in the pmposed project ( i.e.. 3U() leet butlers lioni perennial streams and 5() Feet From
nterniiltent streanis). to reduce the risk 01 sediment delivery to s[Ieanis. prO\’Iulc a source ol Im!e

woody debris [or channels. and help mal ntain cooler stream tiliperatures. R( ‘/\s are an ilnportailt

mm] ieement element in the Interior (‘ lumbia Basin ( l( 1$) Stratev to iiiam Lain and iestore the

health ol watersheds. ripari an. and aquatic resources to sustal ii aquatic and terrestrial species and
provide watei ol sullicien quality and quantity to support lienelicial uses (see
h ttp://wwwachenip. ov/Iitm l/ichsirat.pd I’ : and “A I ramew wk h n’ mci wp irati ng the Aquatic and
Riparian I labitut Component ot the Interior (‘olumbia Basii Strate!y into 131 M and 1OFe5t Service
Plan Revisions. http://www.ichemp.aov/htnil/aqriplrm7S0—LpdI It is important that Poiosed
lederiil land management activities in the IC’ 13 are consistent with the riparian management
objectives described in the ICII Strategy. which inciLide:

Achieve physical integrity ol aquatic ecosystems:
Provide an amount and distribution of woody debris sulTicient to

Sustiiiil ph sical mid biological complexity:
* Provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation

Provide appropriate amounts and distributions ol soui’ce habitats
For ripari an— or wetland—dependent species: and

Restore or maintain water qualit and hydrologic processes.
Restore or maintain naturally lunctioning riparian vegetation

communities.

Soils

I 2. The Table 65 soil risk ratings (pages 246—249 show high erosion risk ratings [or a number of

treatment units. although no high risks are shown for rutti 11g. c mpaction. or mass movements. We
general I rec( mmend avoidance ol tractor tiniber harvest and n ad c instruction in areas vi th hig
risk ol erosion potential.

Table 7 I pages 257—259 ) showing detrimental soil disturbance by harvest unit [or Alternative 2
identifies units 325T. 405. 41 S right at the I 5 percent Regional standard For detrimental soil
disturbance, and unit 56C is at 14. 1 percent detrimental soil disturbance. It is stated (page 259) that
subsoil ing would occur on units 325T. 405. 4 I S to ensure compliance with the soil quality standards
32ST ( 5.6 1)51)). 40S (I 6.7 percent 1)51)). and 415 (20.7 percent DSl))I. Subsoiling is also

proposed on unit 23C in i\lternative 3. It is our understanding that subsoiling is similar to tilling. but
we did not see a description of subsoiling in the l)llS. It would be helpful to describe subsoiling.
since it appears that this measure will be needed on units 32ST. 40S. 4 I S and perhaps 56C to avoid
exceedance ol Regional soil quality standards.

1 3. We appreciate the man R jeet design features and mitigation nieasures proposed to protect si dlx
(e.g.. limiting ground—based yarding to slopes helo 35 percent and using cable logging on steeper slopes:
har\ esting on only dry or fro/en soi Is: 75—100 feet distances be een skid trails and placing slash on skid
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louis: scaiilyinu cuiiipacied soils prior [0 seeding on landings. etc.). We are par icular y pit ised (hat

(_‘(oLr5t’ wood’,’ debriS \\‘Otl Id he retai iied i harvest Units 11) fllaintai fl I Ofli—ttrfl1 soil productivity and
WI dli Fe habitat (i.e.. 7— I 2 tons per acre of coarse woody debris over 3 iiches iii diameter). It is
important that adequate amounts of woody debris be retained on—Site following vegetative treatnien Es
to mai ntai n soi productivity.

We tilly ipporl such practices. We often suggest mitigation measures such as use of existing skid
trails wherever possible: resirictions on skidding with tracked machinery in sensi live areas: using
slash mats to protect soils: constructing water bars: creating brush sediment traps: adding slash l(

skid trail surfaces alter rec( rn touring and ripping: seeding/planting of lbrbs. grasses or shrubs to

reduce soil erosion and hasten recovery: as well as reconlotiring. slashing and seeding of temporary
roads and log landing areas Following use to reduce erosion and adverse impacts ti) soils.

14. The 1 orest Soil I )isturbance Monitoring Protocol (151 )MP) is mentioned in regard to esti mating
potential soil ti isturbance (page 25 1). and post—harvest soil morn tori ng within 3 years of po ject
conclusion mentioned (page 252). We are pleased that ills stated that all units would meet soil
quality standards and soil monitoring would occur to ensure comnliance with soil quality standards
(page 2(3).

Moni ti ri n

I 5. We consider monitoring to be an integral pait of land management. The I Pi\ endorses the concept
of adaptive management whereby effects of implementation activities are determined through
monitoring (i.e.. ecological and environmental e iTects). It is through the iterative process of setting
goals and objectives, planning and carrying out F( lects. monitoring impacts of projects, and feeding
back monitoring results to managers so they can make needed adjustments. that adaptive
management works. In situations where impacts are uncertain, monitoring programs allov
identification ol actual impacts. so thai adverse impacts may be identified and appropriately
mi tigatecl. Moniorng also allows yen lication and documentation of environmental effects

predicted during NI PA evaluation.

I PA particularly believes that water qua] ity/aquatics monitoring is a necessary and crucial element
in identifying and understanding the consequences of (Inc’s actions, arid for determiniar
effectiveness in I3MPs in protecting water quality. The achievement oi water quality standards for
non—point source activities occurs through the implementation of HMPs. Although I3MPs are
designed to protect waler quality, they need to be monitored to verify their efFectiveness. If fotinti
ineffective. BMPs need to be revised, and impacts mitigated. We encotirage adeqtiate monitoring
budgets for condtict of aquatic morn ton rig to document B\1 P cfThctivenc’ss and long-term water
quality improvements associated with road HM P v (Irk and road decommissioning.

We did not see much discussion of waler qua] ity or aquat ics monio ng in the I )l IS. It is stated that
monitoring takes place to test whether B \IPs an. protecting bent I icial uses (page 273). and
monitoring in olving measurement of changes in abundance of the ma fly D111;Iel1(1 doddsi (1)!))
over time is used as an indication of changing sediment levels (page 3 i(). Howe\ er little detail
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rearding this aquatic hiological nioni oring br the proposed project is pmvided (e.g.. where and

when such hiokuical 1)1) monitorin occurs). We did nit see much speci lie discussion ic’gardi ng

project aquatics illoili tormg t( dcermine thai the l3M Vs ai.e ellecli ‘e as iiii lenienied t( I meet State

water quality standards, or to validate 1)1 lS predictions of minimal waler quality impacts.

‘INc recomlize that there are limited resources biN’ iiionhtorini. aiid that the llmt I oolhihls V’eeetalion

Manaar’nieiit projt_’ct is likely to have minimal water quality impacts ii the jiroject is carried out as

designed and all appi’opriate OM Vs are applied. particularly il Alteriiative 3 is selected that does ilot

include construction ol new i’oads. l—lowevei’. we encourasie conduct ol some aqualic iiioni oi’m to

docunient and i easui’e water quality impacts ol the act vi ties that are implemented. ‘v\7e iicouiige

adequate monitoring hudgets br conduct ol Iiionitoring to document HIVI P el’l’ectiveness and effects

ol road construction and timber harvests.

We eneral ly recommend that sonic aquatic monitormg he included iii projects. using aquatic

monitoilin p’fleters such as channel cross—sections. hank stability, width/depth ratios. riffle

stability index. pools. large woody debris, line sediment. pebble counts. maci’oinvertehrates. etc..

l3iolomcal monitorin can he particulary helpful, since monitoring of the aquatic biological

community integrates the effects ol p°1 lutant stressors over time and. thus. provides a more holistic

measure (if impacts than grab samples.

We note that there may he PACI 1S [-1/INI lS 11 Biological ( )piiiion (VI B( ) ) monitoring sites in (he

prolect area that could be used to help evaluate actual project effects

http://www. l’s. fed.us/hi( loy/bshec ilov/emp/index html I. If there are VI B( ) monitoring sites in

the area. perhaps the ma he considered l’or their pi tential k eva! nate project effects.

Air Quality

1 6. The 1 iint 1 oothi Ils Vegetation Management Protect action alternatives include prescribed burning on

I .990 acres in 4 units ranging trom I 5 to 7 It) acres (Table 5—6. page S—9 L Table S—S states that lire

would be used on I .259 acres of mid to high elevation lodgepole pine stands and 73 I acres of low

elevation pondei’osa pine and I )ouglas fir staiids (page 5— 13). and may occur in spri iig or fall over

multiple years (page 14). The 1)115 also states that unmerchantable material brought to landings

would he piled br chipping or burning, and burning would occur when weather and gi’ound

conditions are suitable to maintain an’ quality and the burning can he controlled (page 5—5).

The I P1\ supports jtidicious and well planned use of prescribed l’ire to i’educe hayardous fuels and

restore fire to l’orcst ecosystems. and we recognite and suppoi’t the national goal reduce (lie risk of

uncontrolled wildhi’e in wildiand—urban interlace areas, Although as is well known. smoke from lire

contains air pollutants, including tiny particulates (PM 0 and PM which can cause health

pi’oblems. especially ibr people u1 bei’ing from respiratory illnesses such as asthma or emphysema.

01’ heart pi’oblenis. PM and PMs particles are both of concern, although PM is greater concern

because it can penetrate into the lungs whereas lai’ger particles (included in the coarse fraction of

PM deposit in the tipper respiratory tract. Particulate concentrations that exceed health standai’ds
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have been measured downwind 1mm prescribed burns.

In addition to health—based standards to protect anihieni air quality. the (‘leaii Air Act requires
special protection of visihi lity in the nation’s large National Parks and Wilderness i\reas ( idenli lied
as mandatory (‘lass I I edeml areas) and establishes a nati nal oal lbr “the prevention ol any luture.
and the remedying ol any existnlg. impairment of visibility in mmdatory Class I federal areas which
impairment i’sul ts I rim man—made air pollution.” I PA s Clean Ar Act implementing regulations
require states to subnii t State Implementation Plans that. among other things. demonstrate attainment
ol the National Ambient Air Quality Standards ( NAAQS ). as well as reasonable progress toward the
national visibility goal. Actions by Lederal Land Managers that lack adequate mitigation of air
quality impacts could impede a state’s ability to meet Clean Air Act requirements. It is important
that Project act i vi ties. when combined with air quality impacts 1mm external sources, do not
adversely impact the NAAQS or air quality related values (AQRV5) such as visibility.

The I l i nt I 0( )thi lix pn )ject area is located on the northern edge of Montana Airshed 5 (Upper Clark
I ork) and adjacent to Ihe southern edge ol Montana i\irshed 313 (page 110). Three Class I air quality
areas are identi lied within approximately (2 miles of the project boundaries (Table 3(j). including
the Anaconda—Pi itler Wilderness (27 miles to the south): ( iates of the Mountains Wilderness (35
miles to the northeast): and the Scapegoat Wilderness (41 miles north). The area surrounding the city

of l3utte is stated to be the only air quality non—attainment area br particulates (PM o) within 100
kilometers of the project area (located approxiniately 2t miles southeast Irom the southern—most
boundary of the I lint I oothills project area. page I 0t). We generally recommend that the I IS
include a map showing the relative locations of (‘lass I areas and any PM io and PM2.5 non—attainment
areas that may be alTected relative to areas of prescribed burns to improve public understanding of
the proximity of sensitive areas to proposed burning activities.

We are pleased that the 1)1 1S states that all prescribed burning would comply with the requirements
of the State Implementation Plan and the Smoke Management Plan (page 50), and that burning is
reported to the Airshed Coordinator on a daily basis. The 1)1 IS also states that a prescribed burn
plan would be completed prior to any burning to address mitigation measures to minimize smoke
impacts and comply with State and lederal air qualiy regulations: and if ventilation problems are
Ibrecast by the monitoring unit. prescribed burning will be restricted by elevation or curtailed until
good ventilation exists. In addition it states Ihat l3et Available Control Technologies (BACT) would
be implemented during prescribed burning operations to limit emissions to the maximum degree that.
M 1)1 Q determines fl)r that source on a case—by—case basis. Techniques and methods include:
scheduling burn periods, applying dispersion Ii recasts. ne! preparation and con figuration, and
Ii mi ti ng the amount of burning, ignition and burning techniques that minimize smoke production.
We suggest that the website for the Montana/Idaho Siite A irshed ( Jroup. http://www.smokenm.or/
be displayed in the 1 lS. since it may be of interest to the public.

The 1)1 dS acknowledges that prescribed Fire can affect air (lual I ty at the time of he burning, but
states that effects are expected to be minimal and 0! short duration (page 375). It also states that
smoke from prescribed fires is unlikely to impact the Butte PM non—attainment area because the
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(Vioniana/Idaho Airshed ( Iroup would restrict limiin tiIin periods when dispersion \VtIld

tiansj’)ort snoke to\vard this Hn(.i all prescrihed hurning acti’v’Ily would 1W coordinateti and

cinducted throut!l1 the Montana/Idaho i\irshed ( roti}) smoke ni marement prorani to ensure thai

illipacts to ai I (luahty would he niinimited. The I )l lS slates that all alternati vex would he c insistent

with clean reeulations. laws. policies, and programs (page III).

While we appreciate the in lbrmation pros ided regarding potential air quality impacts if prescribed

hurniiw. we olien reconi mend additional disclosures. We recommend that a list of the current

N \AQS he provided, and that pollutant emissions (i.e.. particulates ) should he quanti lied as much is

possihle For any prescrihed huriiing and For construction. tralfic. and wind erosion on new and

existing roads For activities associated with this project (e.g.. see pages 25 and 2ô oF the 20 I 0

Montana/Idaho Airshed guide found at. hitp://www.smokemu.or/docs/2( ) I 0060 I ( )ps( iuide.pdf ).
Air pollutants [hat are projected to he emitted in suhstantial amounts should have further mitigation

applied (i.e. fugiti \ e dust control requirements/road surfacing requirements. use of comhustion

iechnoloy such as air curtain destruciors. elc. ).

We also recommend (hat the Ii OS include: (I) discussion of appropriate smoke monitoring

iechn iq ties .ind mi ligation to mini me e Fleets to nearby residents downwind ( if prescri hed hums

including meteorological conditions Favorahle loi mitigated prescrihed lire smoke and alternatives

to prescri hed Fire such as mechanical Fuel reduction methods): (2) requirements tow the incorporation

of the Interagency Prescribed I ii.c Planning and lmplementation Procedures ( uide (July 200g.

http://www.nwcg.ov/pms/RxI ire/rx Fireguicjlf ) into the site—specific hum plans designed For

each prescribed hum co mducted under this project: and (3 ) commitment to public notification of

pending burns. It is important that residents downwind of hum areas he notiFied prior to the

proposed prescribed burning. si nec even though burns will be scheduled during periods of lavorahle

mete( irol ogical conch tions For smoke dispersal. (he weather can change causing smoke ilot It)

disperse as intended. This can he especially problematic For smoldering pile burns when a period of

poor ventilation fbI lows a good ventilation day.

Climate Change

I 7. We appreciate the 1)1 OS discussion regarding climate change. fl)rest carbon cycling and storage. and

climate change effects on vegetation and wildlile (pages 73. 104. 157). We encourage such

discussion in NI PA documents since it contributes to improved public understanding of the elTects

of climate change on Forest ecosystems and forest management. particularly the eliects of hotter and

drier conditions in stressing trees. increasing the frequency of bark beetle outbreaks. and allowing

hark beetles to move northward or higher in elevation and into other ranges of their hosts or the

ranges 0)1 new potential hosts. Climate change research indicates that earth’s climate is changing.

and that the changes will accelerate. and that human greenhouse gas (( il—l( ) emissions. pm man ly

carbon dioxide emissions (C( )2). are the main soui’ce of accelerated climate change (United Nations

Lntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) lfltp://www.ipcc.ch/ ).
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I OleSt Ser\’ice midance on llo\\’ to consider cli male chaile in project—level NI Pi\ documents can be
lound at. hHp//w\vw. Is. led. us/enic/nepalc imale ci im.ie/incl iii.leslcc nepa guidance.pd I. and
suests hIS analysis md discksure of the loll wine:

• rule effect of a I)rOI)Ose(I jroject on climate change. (( H( I emissions and carbon cycling).
I xanipIes include: short—leon (d l( emissions mid alteration to the carbon cycle caused by
hatardous Iliels reduction projects, and avoiding large ( dI( emissions pulses and ellects to the
carbon cycle by thinning overstocked stands to increase forest resilience and decrease the
potential br laree scale wildlie.

• The effect of climate change oii a prOI)Ose(l project. I xamples include: elTects of expected
shills in rail ball and temperature patterns on the seed sR)ck selection br reforestation after
timber harvest and effects of changed stream hydrographs due to earlier snowmelts.

(I imate change appears to be a lactor inbluencing some hark beetle outbreaks. Temperature
nil iiences everything in a bark beetle’s Ii Fe. from the number of eggs laid by a single female beetle.

to the beetles’ ability to disperse to new host trees. to individuals’ over—winter survi al and

developmental timing. I Ievated temperatures associated with ci imate change. particulai’iy when
there are consecutive warni years. can speed up reproductive cycles and reduce cold—induced

mortality. Shi its in precipitation patterns and associated drought can also iniluence bark beetle
outbreak dynamics by weakening trees and making them more susceptible to bark beetle attacks.

(jfljp://www.fs.fed.us/ccrc/topics/bark—beet!es.shnnl ). Climate change may increase stress to

ponderosa pine seedlings, and ailect the ability ob ponderosa pilie and other species to pmsper

through time. and may have added to stress Factors leading or affecting the current bark beetle

attacks.

We agree with the 1)1 IS statement that despite the uncertainty of future climate conditions at local
scales, the majority of published science suggests that climate changes may strongly intluence the
brequency. intensity, and site of disturbances (such as fire and extensive insect outbreaks) in coming
decades on areas of the hi )Nl (page 73). Wildland fire frequency has increased in the we5t and
altered lire regimes o’ er the last twenty years due to climate change. More trequeni lires are

currently burning for extended periods of time (average ot 5 weeks) compared to the in frequent tires
lasting less than one week that were common prior to the mid—I ()5, Large wildhrc activity

increased in the I1)Khs. with higher large lire frequency. longer wildfire durations. arid longer

wildfire seasons: ith tile greatest increases occurring in mid—elevation.

I PA Region K suggests a general four step approach to address climate change in NI PA documents
that appears consistent with the I orest Service guidance.

• Hriefy discuss tile link between greenhouse gases (( I-IT IS) and ci iinate change. and the
potential impacts of climate change. (see j_’gjov/u neii

htipi/www.R.fed.us/ccic/ . http://www.ipcc.chl).
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• I )escribe (lie c pacity ol Ilk’ Pr0P05t’(I icIioii t adapI to projected climate cliane ellects.

iiicltidii consideration ol luture needs.

• (‘haractenie. quantity mid disclose (he xpected annual cumulative emissions of ( 1 I( s

attrihutli(e to the piluect. using annual C( )2—equi ‘aleiit as a metric kw comparing the
di lleren( types ol ( il—l( s cmi ted. It is suggested (hat the projects emissions he descri bed

the context of total ( jli( eFflissioiis at reiiional. national an(i elobal scales (over the liletmie
ol the project).

• I )iscuss l)tei11iaI means to mitigate project—related emissiolis as appropriate pursuant to (‘1 (.)

Ie1ulations (41) CIR Sections 151)2.14(f). 151)2.1 ((h). 151)5.14).

I ( )iC5t Veetation

I 5. The 1)1 IS ( hapter 3 discussion ol lorest ve1ettItion provides helptul in lormation regarding jioject

ellects on lorest structure and composition. disturbance. insects and pathogens. tue regimes. lids

and Ii re risks. I li\ supports vegetative treatments to reduce fire risks. susceptibility to insect and

disease aeents. improvin lorest structural diversity and ecological integrity. We also support the

iieed to restore lire as a natural disturbance process. and to help address competing and unwanted

vei2etation and fuel loads and fire risk and lorest health.

We generally lavor understory thinning Ironi below, slashing and prescribed fire to address fuels

btii Id—up wi Ui reduced ecological impacts. We also favor retention ol the larger more vigorous trees.

particularly trees of desirable tree species whose overall composition may be in dccli ne (e.g..

Poiiderosa pine, aspen. whitebark pine). The larger trees are generally long—li \ cr1 and lire resistant.

and provide important wildliFe habitat. Harvest of many live mature trees could potentially increase

fire risk. as well as reduce wildlife habitat. If the forest canopy is opened too much by removal of

large lire resistant trees it may promote more vigorous growth of underbrush and small diameter

trees that would increase fuels and fire risk in subsequent years. contrary to the Fire risk reduction

purpose and need.

We are pleased that the project design features and mitigation measures indicate that the best trees

Irce growl ng and full crowned would he retained with priority lbr retention given to species other

than lodgepole pine; and all trees (1i e or dead) greater than 2() inches d.b.h. and all whitebark pine

(regardless of site) would be retained.

I ), 1 PA also supports protection ol old growth habitats and maintenance or restoration (11 native, late—

seral ovcrslory [ices and forest composition and structure withi ii ranges of historic natural

variability. ( )ld growth stands are ecologically diverse and provide good breeding and feeding

habitat for many bird and animal species. hich ha e a prelerence or dependence on old growth

(e.g.. barred o I. great gray owl. pilenited oodpccker). v1 rich old gr wth habitat has al read’ been

lost, and it is important to prevent continued loss of old growth habitat and promote long—term

sustainahility of old growth stands. and restore where possible the geographic extent and

connectivity ol old growth (e.g.. rising passive and active management—such as avoiding harvest of

old growth trees. leaving healthy larger and older seral species trees. thinning and underburning to

15



reduce Fuel loads and kidder fuels in old irt)wth while thancini old .!rowth characteilslics). ( )iten
lands outside the lorest boundary have not been managed br the late—semI or old growth component.

so Natioiial I oresi lands may need to coiitribute more to the late—semI coniponent to coiiipeiisate br

the kss ol this componeiit Oil 0(11(1 Ian(i owiieishijis \Vithiii Hfl ecOreLiOIl.

‘i’ible 2 (pace 0) indicates that there are 2 I acres ol inventoried old crowth in the project area
not reflectinc total old fLmwth in the project area). with old growth present in units (DC. 23C. 25C.

and 55C. No proposed sal\’age l)y clearcut activities in old—growth or potential old—growth stands
would occur (pace I () I ). hut comniercial thinning is proposed in 12 I acres of old growth in
Alternative 2. Commercial thinninc in old crowth is dropped in Alternative 3. Although the 1)1 lS
states that both action alternatives would retai ii all ol the existing old—gn)wth acres within the project
area (page 5— I ). but it would be multi—storied old growth with Alternative 3 and single—storied old
growth with Al ternati ye 2.

( eneral ly I Pi\ does riot object to treatments in old growth that are intended to protect old growth
characteristics, such as thin ni iii ol u nderstory or under burning to reduce Fuel loads and ladder fuels
in old growth. Such treatments may lessen the threat of stand removal by a wildlire and reduce
competition with other vegetation to promote more resilient, larger diameter trees. Careful
prescribed burning in old growth stands can reduce fuel loads and lire risk in such stands. and thus.

may promote long—term protection and sustainabi lity of old growth stands. Al though we have some
concern that commercial thinning in old growth may result in removal of large old trees likely to
become future old growth. We encourage non—commercial thinning to minimize such effects.

Noxious Weeds

20. Weeds are a great threat to biodi versi ty and can olten out—compete native plants and produce a
monoculture that has little or no plant species diversity or benefIt to wildlife. Noxious weeds tend to
gain a foothold where there is disturbance in the ecosystem. such as road building, logging, livestock
grazing or lire acti\ ities. We are pleased that the 1)1 )NI has a program to control noxious weeds
(HI )N I Noxious Weed Control Program Record of l)ecision). I Pi\ supports integrated weed
management, and we encourage use of weed control measures at the earliest stage of invasion to
reduce impacts to native plant communities. Weed prevention is the 1111)51 cost—etlective way to
manage and control weeds by avoiding new infestations and spread of weeds, and thus. avoiding the
need for subsequent weed treatments. We encourage tracking ol weed infestaoons, control actions,
and eliectiveness of control actions in a I orest—level weed database.

We arc pleased that the proposed I lint 1 oothills Vegetation Management Dl JS project includes
measures to control and manage spread ol eeds (page 52). and the 1)1 1S includes a section
addressing invasive plants and noxi( )U5 weeds (page I 35 — I 4t). Al though it is also important to
recog nize that herbicide use 11r weed control has the ( iten hal to cause adverse ellects to water
quality and l’isheries. I—Ierbicide drill into streams and wetlands could ad\ ersely affect aquatic Ii I’e
and wetland lunctions such as food chain support and habitat for wetland species. Montanas Water

Quality Standards include a general narrati\ e standard requiring surface waters to be free bvin
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V1!I),’1(/I1((’V i/hi! (I((ii(’ (oi1((’il!ii1iOIlS ii’Iii(Ii (1H’ !O.U( 0/’ /i(ii’nhtii/ to (iqihitu’ /if’. We recommend that
herbicide weed treatments be coordiiiated with 11w I orest botanist to assure pmtection to scflsiti\’e

}‘)hanls. md coordinated with lisheries bioloiists and wildhile hioloLasts 10 assure that sensitive
lisililies aiid Wil(hhile habitat ameas are p101cc ted.

S( ime suggest n ins to i’ed uce p( tent ial water quality and lisheres e Elects hiom herbicide spravi ng that
we didn I see I sted ainoiii liese weed niami ement measures are: I ) streams and wetlands in any

area t( ) be sI’)ra’,/ed be ide ii I ied and liii ed on [lie ground to assure thai herbicide appl icators are
aware (II [lie location ol wetlands, and thus. can avoid sprayin in or near wetlands: 2) use treatment
methods that target individual noxious weed plants in riparian and wetland areas (depending on the
targeted weed species. manual control or hand pulling may be one of the best options br weed
control within ri pan an/wetland areas or close to water). We also recommend that use of picloram
based herbicides (e.t.. tordon ) be avoided near aquatic areas, and that potentially toxic herbicides be
applied at the lowest rate ebTecti ye in meeting weed control ohjecti’.es and according to guidelines
br protecting public health and [lie environment.

Please also note that there may he additional pesticide use limitations that set forth geographically
specific requirements for the protectjon of endangered or threatened species and their designated
critical habitat. This in formation can be lound at http://www.epa.m v/espp/bul leti ns.htm . You may
also want to consider use of a more selective herbicide (clopyralid) in conifer associated
communities to reduce impacts on non—target vegetation. We also note that spotted knapwced. which
is a prevalent noxious weed species in western Montana. is non—rhi omatous and should be relatively
easy to control with lower rates of the most selective low toxicity herbicides.

1 i our in furmnation. the websi te br I Pi\ in formation regarding pesticides and herbicides is
httn://www.epa.ov/pesticides/ The National Pesticide Telecommunication Network (NPTN)
website at http://nptn.orst.edu/iech.litm which operates under a cooperative agreement with LPi\
and ( )regon State U iii versi ty and has a wealth ol i nbormation on toxicity, mobility, environmental
fate on pesticides that may he helpful phone number 500—X55—737t’l).

2 1 Weed seeds arc often transported by wind and water, animal fur, leathers and teces. hut primarily by
people. The greatest vector for spread oh’ weeds is through motorized vehicles—cars, trucks, ATVs.
motorcycles, anti even snowmobiles. Weed seeds are ob ten caught on the vehicle undercarriage ii

mud and released on the lorest. A single vehicle driven several feet through a knapweed site can
acqul ne up to 2 .0( >( ) seeds. 200 ol’ which may still lie attached after 1 0 miles of driving (Montana
Knapweeds: ldenti l’icaiion. Hiology and Manarement. MSU I xtcnsion Service).

We believe an eltucti e noxious weed conto ii p gram should consider restriciion5 on motorized
uses. artcu1arl v of I—road uses. where necessary. ( )fl—road vehicles travel off—trail. distrirbin soil.
creatig eed seedbeds. and dispersint seeds widely. Restrictions on motorized uses may also be
needed after burning and harvest activities until nati\ e vegetation is reestablished in the disturbed
areas to reduce potential br weed infestation of the disturbed sites. Weed seed dispersal from non—
motoni ted travel is ob lesser concern because of lewd’ places to collect/transport seed. and the
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dispersal late an(i distances along trails are less with non—molorited travel.

We appreciate the 1)1 IS discussion ol the potential br mok)ri ted travel to caiy seeds and spread
invasive plants, and I orest Service eI’lbrts to expend money and time educating the public on the

iniportance ol not spreading invasive plant species and proper weed prevention practices (page 147).
We are pleased that the 1)1 lS states that there is low potential br continued use ol open. motorited

roads by the public to result in measureable invasive plant species spread in to un in Fested lands
whi the project area because ol existing levels ol invasive plant species inlestation. ongoing

treatmen ellorts. and the eli’ecti veness ol past invasive plant species control ellorts.

Wildlife/T&U Species

22. The 1)1 1S indicates that some threatened and/or endanered (T&I ) species may occur in the project
areas such as the g ri ttly hear and Canada lynx. ‘I’he 1)1 15 i nd cales that gri ttl y hear )hservati ons
have ii it been reported within the po ject area (page I 7( ). hut gri ttly hears have been documented
in areas in close proximity to the ilint loothills Project area (page I (i6). and recent increases in
grittly hear sightings on and near the northern portion of the HI )Nb may indicate a higher potential

br grittly hear occurrence in the Future. The 1)1 IS reports that ebiects to grittly hears and their
habitats may occur as a result ol temporary increase in road densities, temporary reduction in
security summer security area. project—relited disturbance, and vegetation modi hcation. We are

Pleased that the HI )Nl will consult with the U.S. I ish and WildliFe Service ( USI WS) concerning
the elTects ob proposed Ilint loothills project acti ities on grittly hears (page I 76).

The 1)115 reports that the 131 )Nl is considered unoccupied habitat I or the threatened Canada l ax
(page 229). and that while it stated that the project may affect lynx habitat. effects on lynx and their
hahi tat are expected to he minor, with impacts within the thresholds identiFied in the Northern
Rockies I ynx Management I )irection (page 237).

If it is lound that the Ii mU ly selected ploect alternative may adversely alTect any T& I species the
P nal I IS should include the associated USI WS l3ioloIcal ( )pinion or lbrmal concurrence lou the
k)l l()wi rig reas )5

(a) NI Pi\ requires public involvement and l’ul I disclosure of all issues upon which a decision
is to he made:

(h) The Cl Q Regulations lou Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NI PA strongly
encourage the integration of NI Pi\ requirements with other environmental review and
consultation requirements so that all such procedures run c ncuri’ently rather than
consecutively (40 CI R 1500.2(c) and I 502.25): and

(c) The I ndangered Species \ct (I SA) consultation process can result in the idunti Pcation 01

reasonable and pi’rtdeit alternatives to preclude jeopardy. and mandated reasonable and
prudent measui’es to reduce incidental take. These can affect project implementation.
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S iiice the Biolomeal Assessment and I IS must cv bate the potential i iupacts oii I isted swcies. they
can jointly assisi in iilytnig the cli ciiveness of alternatives and mitiLation meisuies. IlT&I
sj’)ccies arc si sequently identi bed in the project area. I PA recommends that the Final I IS and
Record ol I )eeision not be completed prior to the completion ol I SA coiisultation. If the
consultation process is treated as a separate process. the Agencies risk USIWS idenlilication 01

additoiial siam licanl impacts. nev ui tiaalmon measures. or chanues to the prelerred alternative.

23. Fhe 1)1 15 includes helpiul discussion regarding availability ol snaas br cavity nesting species such
as black—hacked w o dpeckers and ilammulaled owls (pages I 62— I 63). ‘Fable 16 (page I 62) identi lies
the miiiimtnu number ol snaas Co be retiii ned pci. acre in various vegetative habitats. and Table I 7
page 52) disck)ses I orest Plan snag relent ion standards. The 1)1 IS indicates that prop sed

treatments would remove up to approximately 7 percent of existing foraging habitat for the black—
backed woodpecker. but at least 90 percent of the stands would continue to provide pi itential
loriwing and nesli ng habitat. as long as mountai ii pine beetles and secondary beetles are present
(pige I Xl).

We are pleased that the 1)1 IS identi lies mitigation measures for wildli l’e including cavity nesting
species (pages 52—54). and slates that both action alternatives would maintain habitat for cavity
nesting species across the project area (page 163). It is stated that while project implemeiitation may
impact individual black—backed woodpeckers and Ilammulated owls or their habitat it will not likely
result in a trend t aid federal listing or reduced viability of the population or species (pages I 54.

24. Biodiversi ty may be an i mp wtant consideration for new projects or when special habitats (i.e..
wetlands, threatened and endangered species habitat) will be affected. The state of the art for this
issue is changing rapidly. We recommend that potential project impacts on biodi versi ty be at least
briefly evaluated and discussed in the NI PA document. Cl Q prepared guidance entitled.
“Incorporating Biodi versity Considerations Into I nvironmentaI Impact Analysis Under the National
I nvironmen lal Policy Act.” http://ceq .hss.doe. aovlpubl ications/i neorporati ng hi odi versi ty.html

koadless

25, The 1)1 IS indicates that the 9.365—acre I )ol us I .akes inventoried Roadless i\rea (I Ri\ ) overlaps the
I ilint I oolhills project area. and 3. I SX acres of the I )olus I Sakes iRA are in the project area (page
365. Roadless areas often provide population strongholds and key refugia for listed or proposed
snecies and narrow endemic populations due to their m we natural Lindisturbed character. I PA
supports protection of the pristi ic character and integrity of remaining minimally chsturbed roadless
areas to pre\ cmii. further fragmentation and degradation of wil LIII Ic habitat. and to maintain or resti rc
solitude and primi Ii ye recreation characteristics in such areas.

The 1)1 IS indicates that the I )olus I Sakes IRA was not recommended For inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System in the recent BI)Nl Uorest Plan Revision. The vast niajonty of the
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lki\ was ssined to the I ‘tint Uplands niamigement i’ea ( M i\ ). which is nimaged fir a mix oF scm—

[‘)riiliti\/i.’ notorii.ed and noii—niotorited recreaflon. as welt as secure hich—elevation wildijie hahitat.

r’\pproxiniatelv H)) acres were assis.iied to the I lint I o thills M/\ and ni i1o!ed lou limber productio.

vestocl ratine and dispersed recreation

Alternati vex 2 and 3 both include I .5 I 3 acres of vee1ative treatments in the roadless area ( 3o)5 acres

clearcut salvace har est: 42 acres commerc at liii nnine: 3f6 acres ol pre— c mmercial thinning: and

7 ( ) acres ot’ prescribed burning. Table o)5, pace 372 1. A ternat ‘ye 2 pr poses ( ).5 mi Ic ot new

WiTIi1’Y road construction, and reconstruction ((I ()3() mile ot cxistiilc uiiauthorited routes in the

madless rca to access the treatment units. \Vhile Al ternati \‘C 3 only i iicltides the i’ecoilstWL’tiOn ol

().3 i’nile (it CX isti nu unauthori/ed routes in the roadless area.

The 1)1 JS states that none of the proposed vegetation treatments in the IRA would have long—term

etlects on the boundary ot. sue or shape ol. or access to the I )olus roudless area or change any ol the

existing coiidilioiis regarding roadless area primeval and natural character. i\ccess routes added (on

the eastern edge ol’ the roadless expanse) would he temporary. It concludes that while the project

would have some short— and long—term effects on the wilderness atiribmes for the roadless area from

clearcul salvage treatments and prescri bed burning, there w mId be m irreversible and irretrievable

commitment of potential wilderness attributes. It also states thai there would he some henel’icial

ellecis Irom implementing i\lternatives 2 or 3. such as increased lorcst resil iencv in the vegetative

communities treated.

While we are concerned about potential short—term effecL to the I )ol us IRA From proposed actions

thji could temporarily reduce the sense ot’ solitude within some portions of the IRA due to noise

associated with timber cutting and hauling operations. ii does not appear that long—term adverse

effects would occur. We do not object to treatments in the roadless area that would benefit the

resiliency and long—term health of vegetati\ e communities and reduce risk of catastrophic wildfire

that C( mid impact the o iadless area t( 1 a greater degree than the po posed acti ms. Although we note

that it the proposed vegetative treatiiients can he carried out without the construction (if 0.5’) miles of

temporary road in the rOadiess area. as ProPos’d in Alternative 3. we would support that pi’oposal

over the Alternative 2 pi’oposal
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